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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF 


THE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


LASALLE COUNTY, ILLINOIS 


KEVIN KRAMER, 

PETITIONER, 
vs. 

JULIA EICKMEIER, 

RESPONDENT. 


) 

) 

) 

) 

) CASE NO. 15-F-153 

) 

) 

) 


IKANSCRIPT of PROCEEDINGS had in tha u 
cause on May 4, 2017, before karpm n *1 th ab °ve-entitled 
of the Thirteenth at ASSOCiate Jhdge 

Courthouse, n 9 w. Madison StreetOttawa? zlTnTs. 


\ 


REPORTED BY: 

Kala Ryan, CSR 
Official Court Reporter 
License No. 084-003164 
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APPEARANCES: 


MR. ROBERT STEELE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 


on behalf of the Petitioner. 


MR. ERIC MISKELL 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 


on behalf of the Respondent. 
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THE COURT: Thank you. Go ahead and have a seat. 

All right. Let the record show this is Kevin R. 
Kramer, K-r-a-m-e-r, vs. Julia, J-u-l-i-a, C., Eickmeier, 
Eickmeier, Cause No. 2015-F-153 

Present in court is the petitioner with his 

attorney, Mr. Steele; the respondent with her attorney, 

Mr. Miskell. 


case is before the court for continued trial on 
a verified petition for order of protection. Prior -- we 
have had four prior trial dates. When we finished on 
March 30th, we finished with the witness that was called by 
the petitioner, Ann Patton. Correct, Mr. Steele? 


MR. STEELE: She was still on direct. 

THE COURT: She is still on direct. Yep. You're 
right. I remember. We broke at lunch time. 

Okay. So are you recalling Ms. Patton? 

MR. STEELE: I am, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay. Are you ready to proceed, 

Mr. Miskell? 


MR. MISKELL: Yes, ma'am. 
THE COURT: All right. Ms. 
on back up and be sworn in again? 


Patton, you want to come 


THE WITNESS: Sure. 
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(The witness was thereupon 
duly sworn.) 

IE COURT: Come have a seat up here, ma'am. 

All right. Go ahead, Mr. Steele. 

ANN PATTON, 

having been previously sworn, upon oath testified as follows 
to wit: 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. STEELE: 

(Continuing.) 

Q- For the record, please state your name. 

A. Ann Patton. 

Q- All right. And Ann, when we broke a little bit 

over a month ago, I think I had asked you if you had reviewed 

Dr. Petrak's October 28th report. And you have done so? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Based upon that, you found that 10-B of the 
allegations was indicated. 


A. Yes. Correct. 

Q- And what is 10-B? 

A. Substantial risk of 

injurious to health and welfare. 


physical injury/environment 
Medical child abuse, 


factitious order -- excuse me 


or Munchausen by Proxy Syndrome. 


factitious disorder by Proxy 
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Q. All right. And what elements did you find that 
supported that conclusion? 

A. Repeat the question. I'm sorry. 

Q. What elements did you find supported that 
conclusion? 

A. I went through the various hospital records and 
just how many times that Julia had taken Madeline -- 

MR, MISKELL: Objection as to foundation as to which 
records she's referring to. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

ME. STEELE: If the court will recall, I think that 
she has already testified substantially as to hospital 
records that were produced by Dr. Petrak. 

THE COURT: Hold on. Hold on a second. Let me go 

back to March 30th. OSF. Edwards Hospital. IVCH ER. Yes, 
she has. 

MR. MISKELL: Those two records? 

THE COURT: No. It said IVCH ER, Edwards Hospital 
11/24/21 -- 2015, from 11/26/2015, from 11/28/2015, and 
Edwards ER, 10/3/2015 and 12/3/2015. OSF records. And IVCH 
ER records, 11/27/2015. 

MR. MISKELL: That were given to her by Dr. Petrak. I 
think she said that. I just want to make sure that that's 
the records she is referring to. 
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THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: Okay. 
THE COURT: All right 
Go ahead. 


So the objection is overruled. 


BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. And you also had Dr. Petrak's report? 

A. Yes. 

Q- Which you relied upon those same records? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What conclusions did you draw that led you to 
find 10-B to be indicated abuse? 

A. Do you want me to just read my rationale -- 
Yes. 

-- word by word? 

Yes. 

Okay. Dr. Petrak from the Pediatric Resource 
Center in Peoria reviewed various records that were sent to 
her in regards to Julia's ongoing behavior of taking Madeline 
to various hospitals to be checked out for sexual abuse. 

Dr. Petrak writes the following in essence, not 
verbatim: Madeline's mother has been concerned -- been 

concerned about someone sexually abusing Madeline since she 
was seven months old. she is now three. Madeline's mother 
has repeatedly taken Madeline for medical evaluation of 


Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 
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possible sexual abuse during a 34-month period. Madeline has 
had at least thirteen examinations for sexual abuse. 

Dr. Petrak writes that there are clearly other 
Visits that she was not aware of and has not reviewed. 

Dr. Petrak writes that regardless of the reported concern for 
Which Madeline's mother repeatedly photographs Madeline's 
genitalia and records videos of her behavior is not healthy 
for Madeline and is an invasion of -- to her privacy. 

She writes that it is difficult to teach a child 
Madeline's age about body safety if a parent is continually 
examining the child's genitals and photographing what they 
believe to be abnormalities, particularly if they manipulate 
the genitals while taking photos. There is a risk to 

Madeline of injury when her mother "manipulates" Madeline's 
genitals while taking photos. 

Dr. Petrak writes it is excessive for a child of 
Madeline's age to have repeated exams for sexual abuse that 
she has had as well as the number of evidence collection kits 
performed. Even when a child is cooperative, Dr. Petrak 
writes there is a risk of injury if the moving during the 
evidence -- if the move during the evidence collection. 

Beyond the risk of physical injury, there is a risk of 
emotional and psychological injury due to the intense focus 
by Madeline's mother on possible sexual abuse and multiple 
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examinations. 

Dr. Petrak writes that she has concerns that 
Madeline may sustain physical and emotional injury by her 
mother due to her mother's intense focus on sexual abuse of 
Madeline and thus being subjected to repeated examinations. 
Madeline has not disclosed sexual abuse to an investigator or 
medical person. Madeline's mother has persistently requested 
Madeline to be evaluated for sexual abuse despite PRC 
providing extensive education to Madeline's mother regarding 
her concerns being due to normal behavior and normal finding. 

Dr. Petrak writes that Madeline would not have 
had numerous medical exams or laboratory exams for sexual 
abuse if her mother had not provided history of possible 
sexual abuse by Madeline. 

Dr. Petrak writes that there is medical -- it is 
her medical opinion that Madeline's mother requesting 
multiple sexual abuse exam evaluations and evidence 
collection kits as well as taking multiple photos of 
Madeline's genitalia has placed Madeline at serious risk of 
harm which constitutes medical child abuse. 

Q. And medical child abuse is one of the options 
you had under -- is it 6-B or 10-B? 

A. Allegation 10-B. Uh-huh. 

Q- Okay. And was there a definition of medical 
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you were referring to? 

A. I don't understand the question. 

Q. was there - did you - when you did Option B, 

medical child abuse, was there a definition? 

A - Oh, of the allegation 10-B? 

Q- Yes. 

A. Yes. 

Q- What is that definition if you have it in your 

report? I think if. on Page 9 if that would help you. 

A. What was it? 

Q• Page 9. 

Page 9. oh. okay. According to Rules and 
Procedures 300, the definition of substantial risk of 

physical injury is that the parent - "the parent, caregiver, 
immediate family member, other person residing in the home or 
the parent's paramour has created a real and significant 
danger of physical injury which would likely cause 

g rement, death or impairment of physical health, or 
loss or impairment of bodily functions." 

o- Okay. And medical child abuse is also in that 
same page, the definition that you were relying upon? 

a- Yes. Do you want me to read that, too? 

Q- Yes. 

This allegation of harm is to be used when the 


A. 
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type or extent of harm is undefined but the total 

Circumstances would lead a reasonable person to believe that 

the child is in substantial risk of physical injury. The 

allegation also includes incidents of violence or 

intimidation directed towards the child which have not yet 

resulted in injury or impairment but which clearly threaten 

such injury or impairment, which is abuse, or placing a child 

in an environment which is injurious to their health and 
welfare, neglect. 

Q• Okay. 

A. Go on? 

Q. Yes. 

A- Option E, medical child abuse. Factitious 

Disorder by Proxy or Munchausen by Proxy Syndrome. Medical 
Child abuse is a form of child harm that is characterized by 
a parent, caregiver who intentionally and persistently lies, 
fakes, and/or produces illness in the child and repeatedly 
presents the child for medical assessment/treatment. 

MR. MISKELL: I'm qor-rv m-, 

m sorry. Can you read that last part 

of that sentence? Fakes or -- 

THE WITNESS: Fakes and/or produces illness in the 
child and repeatedly presents the child for medical 

assessment/treatment. 
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Q- And that's your support for allegation 10-B -- 

A. Yes. Correct. 

Q- -- what you have just defined? 

A. Yes. 


The other allegation i 

allegation? 


s 6-D. What is that 


A. That is more of a broader - i t . s substantial 

risk of physical injury/environment injurious to health and 
welfare by neglect. 

° kay - And did y° u also determine that 
allegation 10-B was founded? 

A. Yes. it was indicated. 

Q. All right. What factors do you re!y upon for 

that finding? 

A. For allegation 60? 

Q. Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: 60 or 10-B? I think he asked for 10-B 
MR. STEELE: I think we have already testified to 

10-B. 


THE WITNESS: 
MR. MISKELL: 
MR. STEELE: 


Yeah. 10-B we just went over 
So you mean 60? 

This is 60, yes. 
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BY THE WITNESS: 

a. Do you want the definition? is that what you're 
asking for? 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- Yes. 

A. Per prooedure 300, the definition of allegation 

60, environment injurious to health and welfare by neglect is 
as follows: 

MS. REPORTER: Can you slow down, please? 

THE WITNESS: Sorry. 

BY THE WITNESS: 

A. Environment injurious means that a child's 
environment creates a likelihood of harm to the child's 
health, physical well-being, or welfare, and that the likely 
harm to the child is a result of blatant disregard of a 
parent or caregiver's responsibilities. 

This allegation shall be used when the type of 

extent of harm is undefined but the totality of circumstances 

including inculpatory and exculpatory evidence leads a 

reasonable person to believe that the child's environment may 

likely cause harm to the child's health, physical well-being, 

or welfare due to the parent's or care-taker's blatant 
disregard. 


Blatant disregard is defined 


as incident where 
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the real, significant, and imminent risk of harm would be so 
obvious to a reasonable parent or caregiver that it is 
unlikely that a reasonable person or caregiver would have 
exposed a child to the danger without exercising 
precautionary measures to protect the child from harm. 

This allegation of harm shall also be used when 
there are conditions - when there are conditions that create 
a real, significant, and imminent likelihood of harm to the 
child's health, well-being, or welfare. Examples: Domestic 
violence, intimidation, or child's participation in criminal 
acts, and the parent or caregiver blatantly disregards his or 
her parental responsibility by failing to exercise reasonable 
precautionary measures to prevent or mitigate the imminent 
risk of moderate to severe harm. 

BY MR. STEELE: 


Q• And you 
indicated? 


found that allegation also to be 


A. Yes. 

Q- And were the factors you relied upon in finding 

that allegation to be indicated basically the same factors 
you found when you found 10-B to be indicated? 

A. Yes. Correct. 

Q- So when I asked you earlier what the factors 

were based upon 10-B, Dr. Petrak's report, the hospital 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


14 


etcetera, you're -- you have the same basis for that 

finding? 

A. Yes. Correct. 

Q- Once you make a finding that there is a founded 
allegation of 10-B and 60, what is your next step? 

a. We inform the reporter of the finding, we 

inform the parent or their leasi , u 

eir legal -- whoever is representing 

the parent of the finding. They get a letter that’s 

generated out of Springfield advising them of the final 

finding and their right to appeal the finding if they so 
wish. 


MR. STEELE: All ricrht- = , .. . 

rj -gnt. what exhibit number 

on. Sue? 

the CLERK: According to what I have, I have 
be Number 9. 

MR. MISKELL: I have number 8. 
the COURT: You have Number 8? 

MR. MISKELL: I have Number 8 as the last 


are we 


it would 


your -• 


be 9 


the COURT: Right, she says that the 


I copied 


next one would 


MR. MISKELL: Next one would be 9. Okay. 
BY MR. STEELE: 


Q. 


I'm showing you what's marked as Plainti 


ff's 
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E x hibit Number 9 . You indicated sprlngfield sends a ietter 
out. 

he COURT. Malt, wait, wait, wait, wait, wait, wait, 
wait. Don't switch horses midstream. Father's - n m going 
to give you Father's -- 

MR. STEELE: Oh, I'm sor ry. 

the COURT: - because we started with Father's. 
Otherwise, we win be totally messed up. 

MR. STEELE: All right. 

™ E “ S ° d ° a Father's sticker down 

there? 

MR. STEELE: I do not. 

(Whereupon a discussion was 

held off the record.) 
the COURT: Okay. Go ahead. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- Handing you what is marked as Plaintiffs 
Exhibit Number -- 

THE COURT: No, no, no. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

0- -- excuse me -- Father's Exhibit Number 9 -- 

thank you, dudge - x ask you if that is a form letter that 

comes out of Springfield directed to both the perpetrator and 
to local police agencies? 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Atkins? 


To the alleged perpetrator and to the reporter. 
Right. 

If they are mandated reporters. 

All right. And that's the one that went to John 


A - Yes. Correct. 

Q- All right. Then having made that determination, 

you then do a safety identification? A threat 
identification? 


A. As part of our report before 
final finding, we do what's called a risk 
protocol. 


we come up with the 
assessment 


Q- All right. And did you do that in this case? 
A. Yes. 

Q- And what factors do you look at when you make 
that assessment? 


A. There's several. Which -- are 


you referring to 


one specific? 


Q- Well, first of all, do you make a determination 
as to a safety decision? 

A. Yes, we do. 

Q- And what was that determination? 

A. We took protective custody of Madeline on 
I would have to look at the 


October 4th or 5th. 


exact date. 
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And then when Kevin was granted the emergency order of 

protection, D.C.F.S. let protective custody lapse and the 
child went with Kevin. 


Q. 

All right. And so you did make a 

safety 

decision? 

A. 

Yes. 


Q. 

What was that safety decision? 


A. 

To take protective custody. 


Q. 

All right. And that's on Page 17 

of your 

report? 

A. 

Yes. 


Q. 

All right. What was that safety decision? 

A. 

Protective custody of Madeline was 

taken from 


Julia on 10/4/16. Custody was lapsed on 10/5/16 after 
biological father, Kevin Kramer, was granted emergency order 
of protection against Julia not allowing her to have any 
contact with Madeline at all pending further civil court 
decisions and D.C.F.S./law enforcement investigations. 

Q- All right. And were you part of the group that 
went out to take protective custody? 

A. Yes. 

Q- And that -- that was on October 4th I think you 

said. 

A. Yes. 
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Q- What happened then? 

We took her into protective custody and then 
Kevin raom , Mary, accompanied us to the hospital, IVCH 

because it's routine when we take children into 
care that they have a health works examination. 

Q- Okay. Where was Julie at at this time? 

A. Protective custody was taken from Julia's 

residence. 

0 • Okay. 

A- And then I didn't see Julia. 

0. Did you discuss this with her before you took 
the protective custody? 

A. Yes. We told her that -- 

Q- What was that discussion? 

Basically that a report was called in on her I 
told her the allegations that we were investigating. An d 

pending further investigation, for the safety of the child we 

were taking the child into protective custody. 

Q* And her response? 

A. Do you want me to look ai- ^ 

OOK at the exact note? j 

mean, she was rightfully so upset that - , 

r upset that we took protective 

custody of her child. 

Q- Did you offer any options as far as a safety 

plan? 
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A. Before „e took protective custody, we wanted 
Julia to agree to what's called an out-of-home unsafe - 
safety plan where the child would be placed through D.C.F.S., 
not legally or us taking guardianship -it's with the 
father -- pending investigation, but she did not want to 

agree to that safety plan. So then the next step was 
protective custody. 

Q- All right. So then you took a member of the 
family with you? 

A. Mary, I believe, met us at the hospital. 

Q- All right. 

A- Yeah. She wasn-t in my vehicle. she met us at 
the hospital. 

Q. Okay. who was with you at that time? 

Just myself and Mary and Madeline. 

And Madeline? 

Uh-huh. 

And how was Madeline? 

She was very playful in the waiting area. I 
to say we got there probably maybe around 3:45 in the 
afternoon. We got called back about 5:05 into the exam room. 

We still had to wait for Dr. Sabir to come in. She was 
playful in the exam room up until the time the doctor came 


A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 


in. 
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Q- All right. So you were there about an hour, 
maybe a little bit more than an hour? 

A. I could look at my notes and tell you exactly 

how long. Do you want me to just read the note? 

Q- Yes. 

A - CPI, Child protection investigator, along with 
paternal grandmother, Mary Kramer, accompanied alleged child 
victim, Madeline Kramer, to her health works exam at IVCH. 
CPI, Mary, and Madeline did not get called back to the exam 

room until 5:05. We arrived there at 3:45. We waited longer 

for Dr. Sabir to exam Madeline. Dr. Sabir - i don't know if 

1,m SaylnS U riSht - it,s - was treating ER 

doctor. CPI observed a bump on Madeline's forehead. CPI 

asked Madeline what happened and she said ''nothing happened." 
CPI would like to note that Madeline was very playful while 
in the waiting room and in exam room. 

CPI would like to note that when Dr. Sabir 

entered the room, Mary held Madeline on exam table. Madeline 

immediately began crying, her face turned red, and she was 

screaming "no. daddy, come get me" as the doctor was trying 
to examine her. 

° kay - D ° yOU know if f*- Sabir and Madeline had 
prior contact at IVCH? 

A. I couldn't say for sure without looking. I -- i 
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did -- i do want to say that I did -- Dr 
tell me -- 


Sabir maybe did 


BY MR. 


MR. MISKELL: 
THE WITNESS: 
THE COURT: 

MR. STEELE: 


No foundation. Hearsay. 

Yeah. I don't want to say for sure. 
Sustained. 

Could I see the exhibits? i- A , please. 


STEELE: 


Q. 


Exhibit 1-A 


I 1 m showing you what's marked as Father's 
which is emergency room records from -- let's 


-- November 27th ^ t*- 

2015 ■ Ifc appears at that 

Dr. Sabir was the attending physician. 

MR. MISKELL: What date? 

MR. STEELE: November 27th, 2015. 

BY MR. STEELE: 


point 


that 


see 


Q- Mohammed Sabir. Would that be the same Dr 
Sabir you 1 re referring to? 

A - This is dated 1/20/13. 

Q- That’s a date of birth. 

a- oh, okay. Oh, yeah. Attending physician, 

Yep. 


Q- Mohammed Sabir is the same Dr. -- 

A. Yes. 

Sabir that you dealt with? 

A. Yes. 


22 


1 

MR. 

MISKELL: I'll object. There's no foundation for 

2 

this line of testimony. She didn't qsv 0 u q 

7 one aian t say she ever reviewed 

3 

these records or she knows anything about them. 

4 

THE 

COURT: Sustained. 

5 


Go ahead. 

6 

BY MR. STEELE: 

7 

Q. 

okay. At the end of that examination, did you 

8 

do anything 

further at that time? 

9 

A. 

That same day? 

10 

Q. 

Yes. 

11 

A. 

No. 

12 

Q. 

And where did Madeline go? 

13 

A. 

She went with Kevin's mother, Mary. 

14 

Q. 

Okay. were you familiar with Mary Kramer? 

15 

A. 

1 just met her that day. 

16 

Q. 

All right. Did you do any follow-up on that 

17 

environment? 


18 

A. 

Yes. I had to do what's called a home safety 

19 

check list. 

And then before we close the investigation, we 

20 

have to do what's called a case closing safety assessment. 

21 

Q. 

Okay. 

22 

A. 

So I went back into the home, Mary's home, to 

23 

see the child 

and to see Mary, and Kevin was present also at 

24 

that time. 
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Okay. What did you find at that time? 
Madison was very comfortable, very happy go 


lucky. Kevin held 
playing. 


was holding her. she was running about 


THE COURT: You said Madison. 
THE WITNESS: Madeline. Yes. 
BY THE WITNESS: 


Did you mean Madeline? 
Excuse me. 


A. (Continuing.) Madeline was just running about 

playing, normal childhood nl 3v 

unooa play. Nothing was noted out of the 

ordinary. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

0. All right. Did you have further contact with 
Madeline immediately after placing her in Mary Kramer's 
possession? 


What do you mean immediate contact? 

Q- well, was there another allegation of abuse that 
you investigated or an incident that came in to you? 

A- A related information report was called in to my 
initial report with no new allegations or no new alleged 
perpetrators. 


Q. Okay. And was that treated as part of this same 
investigation? 

A- Yes. Under the same state central register 
number, yes. 
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Q. What was that additional report? 

A. Somebody went into Peru Police Department, spoke 
to Detective John Atkins. I do not know exactly without -- 
do you want me to look to see what was said? And then John 
requested that I perform a CAC interview. Do you want me to 
look at it to see? Because there was no new allegation. It 
was just related information. Do you want me to read the 
related information? 

MR. MISKELL: I would have to see it first, Judge, 
because -- 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: It's this -- 

THE COURT: Hold on a second. All right. Mr. Steele, 
are you going to be asking her to make reference to that? 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 

THE COURT: Then Mr. Miskell gets to see it. Do you 
want to provide it to him? 

MR. MISKELL: Is it already in evidence? 

MR. STEELE: It has not been introduced into evidence, 

no. 

What page is that, please? 

THE WITNESS: 5. 

MR. MISKELL: Actually, it's Page 5 of 62. 

THE WITNESS: This is 


my entire investigation. 
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THE COURT: Do you want time to review that, 

Mr. Miskell? 

MR. MISKELL: Give me one second, Judge. 

MR. STEELE: I think you've got a copy of it, don't 

you? 


MR. MISKELL: What we were provided was Page 1 of - 
we had a 16-page report for Ann that you provided to us. We 
were never provided a 62-page report. 

MR. STEELE: I provided that to you -- it was provided 
did you subpoena that directly from D.C.F.S.? 

THE COURT: Let's go off the record. We will take a 
short recess. You guys sort out your documents. 

(Whereupon the Court took 
a recess.) 

THE COURT: Let's go back on the record in 2015-F-153. 

Mr. Miskell, did you get an opportunity to 
review the documents that Mr. Steele had the witness 
reviewing? 


MR. MISKELL: I've reviewed 33 of 62 pages, but I 
believe that Mr. Steele has an issue that had been brought up 
with regards to the witness regarding the report that was 

given to us that needs to be addressed before I can finish 
reading it apparently, 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Steele, what's the 
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problem? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, the witness has informed me 
that he -- she had an un-redacted copy of the report. 

THE COURT: The witness? 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. STEELE: That's the report that she gave to 
Mr. Miskell which he has copied. And because of D.C.F.S. 
confidentiality, it should be a redacted copy. Now, I have 

got a redacted copy here which I can give to Mr. Miskell and 
he could use that. 

MR. MISKELL: I'm unsure what law she is referring to 
However, in this case, there has been over 100 pages of 
D.C.F.S. records and case notes and supervisory notes and 
opinions that have been entered into evidence un-redacted. 

THE COURT: Let me see the exhibits. Thank you. 

MR. STEELE: Exhibits 5, 6, 7 -- 

THE COURT: Hold on a second. 

MR. MISKELL: Not to mention they just also marked 
Exhibit Number 9 which is a letter they sent to the reporter 
which is what she wants to redact, the name of the reporter. 

THE COURT: Hold on a second. 

All right. Mr. Steele, your response, because 
I'm looking at Exhibit 6, and it looks -- it does not appear 
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to have been redacted. 

MR. STEELE: I believe those are case notes. That 
might be different than the report that she•s looking at. I 

don't know if you can show it to the witness and maybe she 
can identify it for us. 

THE COURT: I'm giving you Father's Exhibit 6, ma'am. 
THE WITNESS: These are just the investigative 
summaries. So this would not have who we speak to through a 
course of investigation that would keep it confidential. 
That's just a summary. 

MR. MISKELL: So actually the last page of that 

document has a summary of all the persons that were talked 
to? 

THE WITNESS: I didn't look through -- 
MR. STEELE: It does not say what they -- 
THE WITNESS: Yeah. it says that they were talked to, 
but it doesn't have their interview notes with it. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. MISKELL: That's one exhibit. There's other 
exhibits that are -- 

THE COURT: 7 and 8 appear to be the same document 
twice. I don't know why we have two of them. 

MR. MISKELL: It may be partial. Is there other -- 
THE COURT: The one page -- 
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MR. MISKELL: Actually, that's Page 1 of 3 of a report 
for which Pages l and 3 have not been produced -- 

THE COURT: Page 2. 

MR. MISKELL: -- Page 2 of a three-page report that 
has not been produced. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. MISKELL: So it's highly possible, not knowing 
what 1 of 3 is, that whole report could be a report that 
should have been redacted but was never. 

THE COURT: Well, since we have someone from the 

agency sitting right here, why don't we ask? What is -- what 
are 7 and 8, ma 1 am? 

THE WITNESS: This - yeah. It is just part of a 
report. It's a narrative of what was called into our hotline 
and somebody redacted the source - the reporter name type. 

THE COURT: Okay. All right. So Mr. Steele, 

Mr. Miskell is saying that these things are different from 
what you're seeking to have the un-redacted version of. 

Is there any reason you can't look at the 
redacted version and see if that will answer the questions 
that you have first. 

MR. STEELE: We have the redacted version here. 

MR. MISKELL: Well, I can. Just -- just one more, 


Judge, please. 
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THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. MISKELL: Copy 8 -- or Exhibit 8 which is case 
notes report of an investigator. 

THE COURT: I will tell you Page -- 

MR. STEELE: I think they are the same. 

THE COURT: --7 and 8 are exactly the same documents. 
Why we have two of them marked is a mystery to me. 

MR. STEELE: 7 was withdrawn. 

MR. MISKELL: And then admitted. 

MR. STEELE: So 7 was withdrawn. 8 was admitted. It 
was just different days of testimony. 

THE COURT: Yeah. It was. 

MR. MISKELL: And my request to the witness is is 
there a difference between case notes and summaries? Because 
Number 8 was admitted as a case note. 

MR. STEELE: Number 8 does not contain any 
information. 


THE COURT: Well, the identifying information is 
redacted at the bottom of the document. So it is partially 
redacted, Mr. Miskell. 

Okay. So where are we? 

MR. STEELE: I have a redacted copy I can give to 
Mr. Miskell and he can review that if I could have the 
redacted copy back for this witness. 
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THE COURT: Mr. Miskell -- 
MR. MISKELL: That's fine. 

THE COURT: -- your response. 

Okay. So you will take some time to look at 

that? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes. 

THE COURT: Okay. We will take another break. 

We are never going to get your testimony done. 
Go ahead. You can step down. 

THE WITNESS: Thanks. 

(Whereupon the Court took 
a recess.) 

THE COURT: Go ahead and have a seat. 

All right. Let's go back on the record in 

2015-F-153. 

Mr. Miskell, have you had a chance to review the 

records? 

MR. MISKELL: I have. 

THE COURT: All right. Are you ready to proceed? 

MR. MISKELL: I can. 

THE COURT: Okay. So Mr. Steele, where were we? 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. You had indicated that you had further contact 
with Madeline because of the new allegation or addendum to 
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your report? 

A. There was no new allegation. It was a related 
information to th .0 initial iropont 

Q. Okay. And what was that related information? 

A. Do you want me to read the narrative? 

Q. Yes. 

A. Reporter stated the following. On Monday, 

10/3/16 at 1:15 a.m., the Peru Police Department received a 
call from Edwards Hospital. Julia, mother, brought her 
three-year-old daughter, Madeline, to the ER late in the 
evening Sunday, 10/2 of -16. Reporter was advised of the 
situation at 8:00 a.m. on 10/3. Madeline lives with Julia 
who has full custody of the child at this time. There is a 
custody battle going on between Julia and the child's father, 
Kevin -- other person with information -- who lives 
elsewhere. 

Madeline has visitation with her father on the 
weekends. When Kevin returned the child to Julia yesterday, 
10/2, Julia said "she found a green discharge in her 
daughter's underwear." Julia did not call the police but 
decided to take Madeline to the hospital and asked that the 
child have a sexual assault exam. 

Police have record of at least seven previous 
reports of mother accusing father of sexually abusing the 
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child. SACWIS, which is our computer system, listed 
unfounded reports. 

Reporter stated that Julia was court ordered on 
9/20/16 "to undergo a psyche evaluation," but every time 
Julia is ordered by the court to do something, "Julia again 
reports sexual abuse from the father toward the child." 

Reporter stated even though their office and the 
district attorney believes Julia is "making up these 
allegations against the father" reporter stated he will 
schedule another VSI, victim sensitive interview, for the 
child with CAC, Child Advocacy Center, "just to make sure." 

The child has not made any disclosures or outcry 
about being sexually abused. The nurse at Edwards Hospital 

who examined Madeline stated "there was no sign of trauma to 
the child." 

Q. Okay. So there was a request for a CAC? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And what is that? 

A. It's a victim sensitive interview conducted by a 

trained professional. CAC stands for the Child Advocacy 
Center. 

Q. Okay. And are you a trained interviewer? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And did you then conduct a CAC with Madeline? 
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A. Yes. 

Q. And when did you conduct that? 

A. 10/6 of 1 16, 2:00 p.m. 

Q. And where did that take place at? 

At the Child Advocacy Center here in Ottawa. 

Q. All right. And what did you do at that time? 
Who was present and what was your role? 

A. Do you want me to read the note? 

Q. Yes. 

A. CAC/VSI with alleged child victim, Madeline 

Kramer; Also present Laura -- 

MR. MISKELL: Judge, I'm going to object to her just 
reading the record and -- reading. If she has got an 

independent recollection, great. Otherwise, we need to mark 
these exhibits. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Okay. Can you just -- 

A. Just summarize it? 

Q. Summarize it from memory. 

A. Well, present was Laura Hall from the State's 
Attorney's Office, John Atkins -- 

MR. MISKELL: Again, she's reading. 

THE WITNESS: Well, he wanted to know who was present. 
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THE COURT: Well, his objection is sustained. So 
Mr. Steele, if you want to have her put the records away 
unless she needs her memory refreshed. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Do you remember who was present from -- without 
looking at your notes? 

A. Laura Hall, John Atkins, myself, Lisa Naive from 
the CAC, and Lori McLaughlin from CAC. 

THE COURT: Lisa Naive? 

THE WITNESS: Naive, N-a-i-v-e -- 

THE COURT: Okay. 

THE WITNESS: -- if I'm saying that right. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. And did you conduct a CAC? 

A. I did. 

Q. And how did you conduct CAC? 

I basically start out by, you know, saying why 
we-re there. Tell the child it's important to tell the 
truth. That if they don't understand something that I'm 
asking them to please inform me. Depends on the age of the 
child. But with Madeline, she identified body parts on a 
male and a female. 

Then I began asking her questions if anybody 
ever has touched her on any of the body parts that are not 
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okay to be touched, and she made no disclosures. 

Q. All right. What is Madeline's level of speech 
or literacy? 


three? 


A. 

She was clear to understand. I don't 


Q. 

Okay. 


A. 

Education level, I wouldn't know it. 


Q. 

Okay. 


A. 

I understood what she was saying. 


Q. 

And she's about three or a little bit 

less than 

A. 

She was three. 


Q. 

Okay. And how was her vocabulary? 


A. 

Understandable. 


Q. 

Father's Number 10, which I'm handing 

to you, 

: you 

if you can identify that. 


A. 

Yes. This is the body chart that was 

displayed 


that Madison (sic) identified the different parts of the body 
when asked. 


Q. All right. And how is that displayed? 

It's just taped up on a board. 

Q. Okay. And there's writing on it? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And is that your writing? 

A. Yes. 
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Q. 

Okay 

So it identified different parts 

of the 

A. 

Yes. 



Q. 

Okay. 

It identifies the hair and the eyes? 

A. 

This 

particular one doesn't identify the 

eyes. 

Q. 

Okay. 

Is that -- 


A. 

That' 

s the male part. 


Q. 

That' 

s the male one. Okay. 



Okay. 

What else does it identify? 


A. 

For the hair, she identified it as gift. 

Mouth 


she identified as mouth. When I pointed to the arm, she 
first said daddy. Then she said arm. When I pointed to the 
penis, she said it was a butt. Leg she identified as a leg. 

The back part of the body part, she identified the butt as a 
butt. 

Q. Okay. And did you ask her if anybody has ever 
touched her inappropriately? 

A. I asked her if it's -- where it's okay to be 
touched, and she identified parts of the body where it was 
okay to be touched. I asked her where it's not okay to be 
touched. She identified parts appropriately where are not 
okay to be touched. Then I asked her if anybody has ever 
touched her on any part of her body that's not okay to be 
touched. She said no. And then I said has anybody ever 
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touched you on a part of your body that's not okay to be 
touched, and she said no. 

Q. All right. Did you ask her what she would do if 
that were to occur? 

A. Yes. If she would tell anybody. She said she 
would tell her daddy. 

*2 • I m showing you now what has been marked as 
Father's Exhibit Number 12 -- 

THE COURT: No. It's 11. 

MR. STEELE: You're right. So that is Number 10. 

That is the male picture. 

THE COURT: That should be 11. 

MR. STEELE: Excuse me. I'm sorry. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. This is Number 11. If you can identify that. 

A. This is the female body parts that she 

identified various body parts. 

Q. And how did she identify those? 

A. Hair is the hair. Eyes is the eyes. The breast 

area as body. Arm is arm. The vaginal area, the butt. The 
back part, the buttocks area, as butt. And feet as feet. 

Q. Okay. That then concludes that additional 
investigation? Your examination? 

A. I don't -- I don't understand the question. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


38 


Q. Did that -- was there anything further done 
after that? 


A. We do kind of like a wrap up thing. You know, 
thank you for coming in and talking to me. 

Q. Okay. 

A. Then it was concluded. 

Q - All right. Has this case now been closed at 
this time? 


A. Yes. 


Q. All right. So there's no active involvement by 

D.C.F.S. at this time regarding Madeline? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And why is that? 

A. There has been no other reports made to the 
hotline. 


Q. At this point Madeline is in a safe environment? 
MR. MISKELL: Objection. Calls for conclusion. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: All right. Your Honor, that's all the 
questions I have of this witness at this time. 

THE COURT: Cross. 

MR. MISKELL: Okay. 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. When you saw the child, were you aware of 
whether or not the child was potty trained? 


A. 

I was not aware. 

Q. 

Were you aware whether or not the child was 


wearing a diaper at the time? 


A. 

I was not aware. 

Q. 

Training pants? 

A. 

Do not know. 

Q. 

Mow, did you ask her if her dad touched her in 


the private parts? 


A. 

No. 

Q. 

Did you ask her if her mother touched her in the 


private parts? 


A. 

No. 

Q. 

There's a video that is taking -- taken at the 


CAC of these interviews. Isn't that correct? 


A. 

Correct. 

Q. 

Do you have a copy of the video for this report? 

A. 

I do not. We do not get copies. 

Q. 

Where is that kept? 

A. 

Law enforcement has a copy, and I do believe the 


CAC keeps a copy. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 


You believe who? 

The Child Advocacy Center keeps a copy. 

Have you reviewed the videotape prior to your 


testimony today? 

A. No. 

Q. Have you reviewed the D.C.F.S. records prior to 

your deposition today? 

A. What specific records? Like just my report? Or 

what records of D.C.F.S.? 


Q. What have you reviewed prior to your testimony 


today? 


A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 


My report. 

And that's it. Right? 
Prior to coming in today? 
Yeah. 

Yes. 


Q. Have you looked at any medical records prior to 
your testimony today? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And you have reviewed the reports of the 

psychiatrist and the psychologist. Correct? 

A. I don't know if it was the psychiatrist or the 

psychologist. One or the other I had a copy of in the 


D.C.F.S. records. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


41 


Q. Okay. And prior to today, all the way back, did 
you have an opportunity to review any of the prior 
investigation reports? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And you also talked to prior investigators? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Law enforcement? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And even -- I think even Chief Bernabei called? 

A. Not me. 

Q. But you had a detective call you from the Peru 

Police Department. Is that correct? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Detective John Atkins. Is that correct? 

A. Correct. 


Q. And prior to the CAC interview, you had a number 
of conversations with Mr. Kramer and his attorney, Bob 
Steele. Isn't that correct? 

A. Prior to the CAC? 

Q. Uh-huh. 

A. Yes. 

Q. Now, if the child is not potty trained or is in 

a diaper or training pants and have an accident, mom and dad 
would be cleaning the private 


areas. Correct? You're a 
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parent. Right? 


A. 

No actually. 

Q. 

Oh, I 1 m sorry. 

A. 

Stepparent. And they were grown children. 

Q. 

I mean, it would be a reasonable assumption -- 

A. 

A reasonable assumption that yes, it would be 


mom and dad that would do that. 

Q. So it would be a reasonable assumption that mom, 
dad, and grandma would be touching her private parts to clean 


her? 


A. 

Yes. Reasonable. 

Q. 

So when the child told you that no one has been 


touching her private parts, that really wouldn't be accurate 


would it? 


A. 

I don't know how to -- the way I asked the 

questions, 

we -- it's like do they touch the private parts 


where it's an inappropriate touch? 


Q. 

How does she know what's inappropriate? She's 

three. 


A. 

I don't know. 

Q. 

Did you explain to her what's inappropriate 

touching -- 


A. 

No. 

Q. 

and what's not inappropriate touching? 
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A. Nope. 

Q. So you're asking a three-year-old to tell you 

what's inappropriate touching for something that may have 
been happening all her life. Correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. But the fact of the matter is mom and dad at 

least have been touching her this whole time to at least 
clean her. 

I never witnessed that. I'm assuming so. As 

parents, they probably would. I have no first-hand knowledge 
of that. 

Q. Now, when on exhibit — strike that. 

How long did this meeting -- how long did this 
interview occur from beginning to end? 

A. I would not know without looking back. I have 
done several, several interviews. So this particular one, I 
don't know for sure — for certain. 

Q* All right. Now, John Atkins was present? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Is it common to have the reporter present during 
an evaluation? 

A. He was not in the same room when I interviewed. 

It was just Madeline and I in the room. They watch it -- the 
other people present watch it on a video from a different 
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room 


Q. 

Who was in the room? 

A. 

Laura Hall from the Assistant State's Attorney, 


John Atkins, Lisa Naive from the Child Advocacy Center, and 
Lori McLaughlin -- 

Q. That's what I'm asking you. While the child was 
being interviewed, who was in the room? 


A. 

In the room with Madeline? 

Q. 

Yeah. 

A. 

Myself. 

Q. 

That's it? 

A. 

Yes. 

Q. 

You, Madeline, and the camera? 

A. 

Uh-huh. 

Q. 

Correct? 

A. 

Yes. 

Q. 

Now, with regards to Petitioner's Exhibit 

Number 10, 

she says it's daddy's arm. Correct? 

A. 

Yes. She said daddy arm. 

Q. 

Daddy's arm. 

A. 

Or whatever I wrote. Daddy's arm. 

Q. 

Did you tell her that this was a male picture or 


a female picture? 


A. 


I would -- normally in a CAC interview, I would 
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say does this look like a male or a female to you? A boy or 


a girl? 


Q. 

And what did she say? 

A. 

I would have to look at the interview again or 


the interview notes 


Q. 

She identified that picture as daddy. 

A. 

I don-t know how -- if that was how it was said 


when -- how I conducted my questions. 


Q. 

Okay. 

A. 

Generally, in an interview, we say does this 


look like a boy or a girl? 


Q. 

And did you say does this look like daddy's arm? 

A. 

I would --no. I would not -- that's a leading 

question. 

I -- 

Q. 

That would be inappropriate? 

A. 

Correct. 

Q. 

Would you say does this look like a boy's arm? 

A. 

I -- no, I would not. 

Q. 

That would be inappropriate? 

A. 

Correct. 

Q. 

You have to be gender neutral in your questions? 

A. 

Correct. 

Q. 

So she must have offered it's daddy's arm. 


Correct? 
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A. Correct. 

Q. So she identified Petitioner's Exhibit Number 10 

to be a male? 


A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 


She said daddy's arm. 

Do you know what X 1 m saying? 

Repeat the question. 

She identified the picture in Plaintiff's 


Exhibit Number 10 to be that of a male. 


A. 


Yes 


Q. Did you ask her how does she know it's daddy's 


arm? 


A. Nope. I would not ask that. 

Q. Could she have said well because he has a snake? 
Or there could have been a follow-up question. Correct? 

A. She did not say that. 

But you didn't ask. You didn't inquire further. 
No. That's not how we are trained to ask 


Q. 

A. 

questions. 
Q. 


All right. The goal of the interview in a VSI 
is to ask pointed questions but in such a way as to not 
suggest an answer and just hope that the child offers the 
information. Correct? 


A. 


Correct, 


Q. And if the child doesn't offer the information, 
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for whatever reason, whether parent is telling them not to 
talk to or if you have any --if you have issues with this, 
you talk to daddy, you wouldn't know that. 

A. No. 

Q. That's correct. Right? 

A. Correct. 

Q* Is it common to have the reporter be at the CA 
-- at the VSI interview? 

A. Depends who the reporter is. If it's law 

enforcement -- D.C.F.S. and law enforcement in cases like 
this do joint investigations. So yes. 

All right. So it was not unusual to have 
Detective John Atkins at the interview? 

A. No. 

Q. All right. Now, you were in court and you 

testified before this Judge on October 5th, 2016. Correct? 

that's the date. I don't know offhand the 
date. If that's what it says, yes. 

Q. Okay. You were here. Mr. Steele was here. 

Mr. Durkee was here. The Judge was here. Julie and Kevin. 
Correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And you testified here in court? 


A. 


Yes. 
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Q. And on that date also, if you're aware -- I'm 
not I don't know if you're aware or not -- Julia testified 
and Kevin also testified. Are you aware of that? 

I m not aware. I was not in the courtroom for 

that. 

Q. You were not here for that. 

Now, Kevin testified that the child has been 
taken to 10 hospitals over the past couple years. That's 
your understanding. Right? 

^• 1 don't know what Kevin testified to. 

Q. No. That the child has been taken to 10 

hospitals over the past couple years. 

THE COURT: Are you making reference to the testimony 
from October of 2016? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes. The transcripts -- court 
transcript of the testimony regarding the entry of this 
emergency petition. 

THE COURT: I think she just said she wasn't in the 
room when the other people testified. 

MR. MISKELL: Okay. I will re-ask the question. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Are you aware that -- well, you have interviewed 

Kevin. 

A. Yes. 
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Q. And you have read the past records? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And it's your understanding that the child has 

been to 10 hospitals over the past couple years. Correct? 

A. I don't know if 10 was the exact number without 
again referencing my records. It was -- 

Q. How many hospitals are you aware of that the 
child has been to? 

A. Perry Memorial, IVCH, Edwards -- but she was at 
Edwards a couple times. So I don't know how many different 
that's the four different ones that I can recall off the 
top of my head. But I don't know how many times each time -- 

Q. Okay. 

A. -- without going back to records how many times 
at each hospital. 

Q. Did you look at the Perry Memorial Hospital 
records? 

A. I don't recall if I did. 

Q. Are you aware that the Perry Memorial Hospital 
referred her to Peoria? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I'm going to object. He's 
asking her questions about exhibits that she has not -- 

MR. MISKELL: I'm asking if she is aware. 


MR. STEELE: 


reviewed. 
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MR. MISKELL: Because she's the one that made the call 
that somehow this is medical negligence and the child needed 

to be taken away from her, but is unaware as to what is meant 
by the hospitals and such. 

MR. STEELE: Again, I think it's inappropriate, Judge, 
without knowing when that reference was made and what the 
facts were underlying it -- 

MR. MISKELL: It's in Dr. Petrak's report that she 
said she read. 

THE COURT: Well -- 

MR. STEELE: He is questioning her about things she 
has no knowledge of. So I think -- 

THE COURT: Well, I'm going to let her tell him if she 
has no knowledge of it, but I don't know is in fact an 
answer. So I'm going to overrule the objection at this time. 
But there's only so much she is aware of. And when you say 
aware, I guess -- I will sustain the objection as to aware 
so that you are being more precise about what you mean by the 
question that you're asking her. But otherwise, the 
objection is overruled. 

Go ahead. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. You read Dr. Petrak's report. Correct? 

A. Yes. 
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Q. And as a matter of fact, you go on a number of 
pages in your report in referring to that report as the basis 
for -- partial basis for the conclusions that you reach. 

Isn't that correct? 

A. Dr. Petrak's report, correct. 

Q. And also, you did the same with regards to the 
report of the psychologist that has apparently diagnosed my 
client. Isn't that correct? 

A- Yes. I read that report. 


Q. And you used the information contained in those 
reports to form your opinions. Isn't that correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Okay. And then you stated that you reviewed the 

medical records that Dr. Petrak used in the report. Correct? 

A. I reviewed some of the medical records that 

D.C.F.S. received. I don't know if I received everything 
Dr. Petrak received. 

Q. Well, Dr. Petrak stated in her deposition that 
she received the medical records from D.C.F.S. And a prior 
witness from D.C.F.S. has said that they are the ones who 
collected the medical records and sent them to Dr. Petrak. 

A. I was -- 


Q. So are you aware as to whether or not the total 
amount of medical records you reviewed was the total amount 
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of medical records sent to the doctor? 

A. No. I am not aware if -- 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, calls for information beyond 
her knowledge. 

THE COURT: She just said she doesn't know. I'm 
accepting that answer. Objection is overruled. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q- Are you aware that -- you were aware through 
your investigation that my client was ordered to do the 
evaluation with Dr. Petrak. Correct? 

MR. STEELE: Objection, your Honor. That's not the 

case. 

MR. MISKELL: Well, you -- 

THE COURT: Wait. Kala, would you read that question 
back for me? 

(The question was read back 

by the reporter.) 

THE COURT: If you know. 

BY THE WITNESS: 

A. When you speak of your client, you mean -- 
BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Julia. 

Julia? Oh. Madeline was referred to do the 


PRC examination. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


53 


Q. You were told — and it's in your report -- you 

were told by the officer that Julia was court-ordered on 

9/20, 2016, to undergo a psychological evaluation -- 

A. Oh, yes. 

Q. -- were you not? 

A. Yes. 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, again I'm going to object 
because he's confusing the witness. Dr. Petrak was not the 
psychologist. 

THE COURT: I agree with that. So that's sustained. 

Mr. Miskell, it would be easier if you would 
take us down one path at a time. 

MR. MISKELL: Sure. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. And with regards to that, who are you aware as 
to who the psychiatrist was? 

I did read the name. I can't recall it off the 
top of my head. 

Q. Dr. Valez? 

A. Yes. That was the name. 

Q. And that's the report that you reviewed for your 

testimony and for your report. Correct? 

A. Yes. 
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And the other report that you reviewed was from 
Dr. Channing Petrak, P-e-t-r-a-k. Correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Those are both of the reports that are contained 

in your report that you have already testified to? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay. Now, are you also aware -- or maybe you 
haven't been aware -- that prior -- excuse me -- that at the 
same time on September 20th, 2016, when my client was ordered 
to go have a psychological evaluation that Mr. Kramer was 
also ordered to go have a psychological evaluation? 

You're asking me if I'm aware that both of them 

were ordered? 

Q. Uh-huh. 

A. No. I did not know both of them were ordered. 

Q. Were you aware that Mr. Kramer had to present 

himself -- or strike that. 

Have you received the psychological evaluation 
of Kevin Kramer conducted by Dr. Mark Brenzinger? 

No. I did not know Kevin was ordered to get a 
psychological eval. 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I'm going to object to this 
as relevant. 

s my next question. 


MR. MISKELL: Well, that' 
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THE COURT: Hold on a second. 

MR. STEELE: This is not part -- 

THE COURT: September 20th of 2016 -- 

MR. MISKELL: Yes. 

THE COURT: -- Mr. Miskell? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes. 

THE COURT: You think there's a court order that says 
that they both have to have psyche evals. 

MR. MISKELL: On or around that timeframe, Judge, was 
a motion -- 

THE COURT: Well, I'm looking at the -- let's go off 
the record for a minute. 

(Whereupon a discussion was 
held off the record.) 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

Back on the record. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Just so we're accurate then and so the record is 
accurate, on September 28th -- were you aware that on 
September 28th, 2016, that Mr. Kramer was ordered to do a 
psychological evaluation? 

A. No, I was not aware. I didn't get my report 
until October 3rd. So that would have been before the --my 
report was called to the hotline. 
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Q. But this report was not finished and the 
investigation was not finished at that time on 
September 28th. Correct? 

A. The report wasn't even called -- 
THE COURT: Hold on one second. 

(Whereupon a discussion was 
held off the record.) 

MR. MISKELL: Let me re-ask that question. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. It wasn't until after September 28th, 2016, that 

your investigation even started? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And in relying on the -- well, strike that. 

In your report you stated to -- it's stated in 

4 

the report that you are required to place the child with a 
viable parent. 

A. Correct. 

Q. Would you -- might or could the fact that there 
has been a psychological report done on Mr. Kramer been 

useful in determining whether or not Mr. Kramer was a viable 
parent? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I'm going to object to that. 
Mr. Brenzinger's report was not finished until long after she 
had made her report. So it's a theoretical impossibility for 
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her to review a report that was not done. 

THE COURT: Mr Miskell 

uisKeii, your response. 

HR. MISKELL : Wei!, that ■ a di££er ent than the question 

I,m aSkin9 ' The qUeStion *"» -king is that had she been 
able to review a report by the - with the findings of his 

psychological report be useful to her in Hot- • • 

n determining whether 

or not he is a viable person for placement under their 
standards, it's a different question. 

the COURT: Am I still hearing an order of protection 

or not? The objection is sustained. Let's stick with our 
subject matter. 

MR. MISKELL: Okay. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

0. When you reviewed the prior reports of the 
D.C.P.S. workers, did you look at any of the prior 

assessments of the parties to see their conclusions regarding 
Julia? 

A. Yes. 

Q- And they actually concluded that she was an 

appropriate parent, did they not? 

A- It doesn't say it like that. We can either 

indicate or unfound reports, and there was an unfound report 
on Julia. 


THE COURT: Hold on for just a second. 
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MR. MISKELL: You bet. 

THE COURT: Okay. Go ahead. 

MR. MISKELL: Am I using Mother's? 

THE COURT: Yes. Do you have some? 

MR. MISKELL: I think I'm only on Exhibit Number 2, 
Judge. That's my recollection. 

THE CLERK: Yes. This will be Number 2. 

MR. STEELE: What is it, counsel? 

MR. MISKELL: The 5/23/16 report, the investigation 
transition hand off document. 

MR. STEELE: Could I see that? 

MR. MISKELL: Yeah. 

MR. STEELE: Do you have a copy? 

MR. MISKELL: You gave that to me. 

MR. STEELE: I don't think so. 

MR. MISKELL: I have not subpoenaed a record. 

MR. STEELE: No. But Mr. Durkee did. I don't have a 
copy of this. 

THE COURT: Do you need time to review it? 

MR. STEELE: If I could make a quick copy so I could 
follow along. 

THE COURT: All right. Let's take a break. I will do 
one of these orders of protection. 

You can step down for a minute, ma'am. 
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THE WITNESS: Do I need to take anything? 

THE COURT: If you folks would vacate the tables, we 
will go on and do this. 

(Whereupon the Court took 
a recess.) 

THE COURT. Let's go back on the record in 2015-F-153. 

While we were off the record, I asked 
Mr. Miskell approximately how much longer his cross 

examination of you will be and he said an hour. And then 
there's still redirect. 

So let's go a ways today, and then we're going 
to come back tomorrow. Are you available tomorrow? 

THE WITNESS: I'm not. They're sending me to Peoria 
to work all next week. So I have a bunch of stuff to tie up 
on my other cases tomorrow. I'm sorry. 

THE COURT: That's understandable. 

THE WITNESS: They're sending us all over to cover 
other offices. 

THE COURT: Okay. Well, let's go as far as we can and 
then we will have to -- we have tomorrow set. 

You have witnesses that you have already lined 
up for tomorrow, Mr. Steele? 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 


THE COURT: Okay. Well, then we will just take a 
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THE WITNESS: Okay. 

THE COURT: All right. Go ahead, Mr. Miskell. 
BY MR. MISKELL: 


Q• Ma'am-- 

THE COURT: You were at Mother's Exhibit 2. 

MR. MISKELL: All right. Thank you. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Now, how many times are you aware that the 
mother photographed or videotaped this child? 

A. I'm not aware of how many times. That was not 

my investigation. 

Q. Well, you mentioned that is one of the 
inappropriate factors in your report. Do you recall that? 

If that -- that was in Dr. -- I got that from 
Dr. Petrak's report. 

Q. Right. 

A. Correct. 


Q. And you used that as part of your basis? 
A. Right. 


Q. Do you -- and the doctor indicated that there 
were several times that there was a video and pictures taken. 
Correct? 

A. Correct. 
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Q. And my question to you is how many times is 
D.C.F.S. aware that pictures or video were taken? 

MR. STEELE: I'm going to object, your Honor. She 
answered that. She's not aware. And he's trying to cross 
examine her about things not in her knowledge. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. MISHELL: 

Q. And are you aware that -- well, you reviewed the 
prior reports. So the one just in that year that got 
resolved on July 22nd, 2016, did you review that one, the 
report from three months prior? 

A. When we do prior history, we just look on the 
computer. And it doesn't show the whole -- we can bring up 
the whole report. I didn't bring up all the reports. I just 
looked at the bullet points of the report. 

Q. Right. And one of the bullet points in that 
report was that mother was taking video. Correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. All right. And in that report it says the 
police advised Julia to take video of Madeline. 

MR. STEELE: I'm going to object, your Honor. 

BY MR. MISHELL: 

Q. (Continuing.) Are you aware of that? 

MR. STEELE: It's him reading from a report that she 
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said she 1 s not aware of. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, are you reading from a report 
that she said she didn't review? 

MR. MISKELL: She said she reviewed parts of it and 
bullet points. And so I'm asking her if she recalls that. 

THE COURT: All right. Overruled. 

Go ahead. 

BY THE WITNESS: 

A - No - 1 do not recall that the police advised 
Julia to do that. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Would the police advising a suspect to take 
video negate in your mind the inappropriateness of her taking 
the video? Does that make sense? 

A. No. I don't understand the question. 

Q - All right. If using the video is part of saying 
she's medically neglectful because -- she -- she committed 
medical abuse because she took a video and pictures of her 
daughter. That's what's in the doctor's report. Correct? 

A. That's from Dr. Petrak's report, yes. 

Q. Now, would it make a difference to you if that 
was ordered or requested or told to her to do by the police? 

A. No. 

Q- So the police would have been inappropriate in 
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telling her to do it? 

^^ ^ going to testify to what's appropriate 
for the police. I'm not the police. I'm D.C.F.S. 

Q. You testified -- you testified that the 
allegation was that there were four rape kits. 

that was what was in Dr. Petrak's report from 
the research she found. That's where I got that from. 

Q. It was in the reporter's -- you said -- you 
testified what the reporter of the abuse testified to, and 
the reporter of the abuse testified to 10 hospitals and four 
rape kits. Correct? 

A. Was that the -- are you referring to the related 
information report? 

Q. Yeah. 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay. 

A. Okay. Yes. 

Q. On what date did the four rape kits occur? 

A. I don't know. 

Q. What were the results of the four rape kits? 

A. I do not know. 

Q. Who has them? 

A. The hospitals that performed them. 

Q. That's what you believe? 
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A. I would assume they would have them on record. 

Q. Wouldn't you prefer to have the results of the 

rape kit? 

A. That would be a police matter. 

Q. Well, if the reports are saying she's delusional 
because none of this stuff could have possibly have happened 
and there's rape kits out there that could have been subject 
to laboratory testing to prove or disprove whether there's 
something in the things that have been -- samples that have 
been taken, wouldn't that be relevant? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I'm going to object to this. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. MISHELL: 

Q. Would it make a difference -- 

MR. STEELE: Same objection. 

THE COURT: No. Overruled. But let him finish the 
question. I think I know where it's going, but if it isn't, 
you can reassert your objection. 

BY MR. MISHELL: 

Q. Would it make a difference in your assessment 
were you to find that the child on or about October 2nd, 

2016, was exposed to -- potentially exposed to an STD that a 
three-year-old should not have? 

MR. STEELE: I'm going to object to that, your Honor. 
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THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. MISKELL: Okay. May I see the deposition of 
Dr. V -- 
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THE CLERK: Dr. V? 

MR. MISKELL: Not Petrak. The other one. 

THE COURT: Valez. 

MR. MISKELL: Valez. 

THE CLERK: Valez. I thought you said P. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Now, you stated that you reviewed the emergency 
room report of IVCH that was conducted as a result of the 
contact in October, 2016. Is that correct? 

A. The health works exam, yes. 

Q. And that was the records that you believed were 
sent to Dr. Valez. Correct? 

A. I didn't send any records to Dr. Valez. 

Q. Valez. 

Or Valez. No. I did not send any records to 

Dr. Valez. 

Q. All right. Those are the records that you 
^sviewed from Dr. Valez. Is that correct? 

A. I don't understand the question. 

Q. The IVCH emergency room records, she went to the 
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emergency room first and then she got -- went to Edwards 
Hospital. Isn't that correct? 

A. I don't know if she went to IVCH first or if she 
just went directly to Edwards. 

MR. MISKELL: All right. Can I have the other dep 
transcript, too? 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Do you know who requested the rape kit on 
October 3rd, 2016, if you know? 

A• No. I don't know. 

Q. Now, you are aware, I believe, that the 

emergency room doctor at IVCH the child was brought to so 
that there could be documented a semen smell. 

MR. STEELE: Objection, your Honor. Foundation. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. (Continuing.) Do you recall that? 

MR. STEELE: We don't know a date. We don't know the 

doctor. He's asking her about something she has no knowledge 
of. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. In October of 2016, are you aware that the child 
was taken to IVCH Hospital for the purposes of documenting 


the smell 


her smell? 
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A. I don't know if -- I can't recall reviewing the 
IVCH records of -- of that record of her taking her for a 
smell. I do recall that she took her to Edwards Hospital. 

That's how we got the related information report from the 
Peru P.D. 

Q. And you do recall -- or do you recall reading in 
the doctor's evaluation of that incident? 

A. what doctor's evaluation? I'm not sure which -- 

^‘ Dr. Valez and Dr. Petrak in their reports. 

A. So repeat the question. 

Q. My question is is do you recall reviewing in 
those doctor's reports their conversation in there of the 
significance of the ER visits that I'm describing? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I'm going to object. He's 
asking her about two doctors at the same time -- 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: -- and a very broad general question. 

THE COURT: Sustained. Sustained. 

Next question. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Do you recall reading in Dr. Valez's report 
regarding the smell of semen in the child at IVCH? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, if he's -- I'm going to 
object. It's not in Dr. Valez's report. If he wants to show 
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her in Dr. Valez's report where that is, that might be 
helpful. 

THE COURT: Okay. Here is what we're going to do. 

We re not going to finish today any way. We're going to shut 
this down at this point. That gives you time to fully review 
your doctors' reports and have your exhibits more at hand. 

So unfortunately, since we have to bring the witness back on 

another day any way, let's give you more time to get that 
organized. 

So while the witness is here -- I know we're set 
for tomorrow. And at least one of the attorneys had 
indicated they thought we would be done tomorrow, but clearly 
now that won't be the case. So let's pick a date that works 
for your schedule as well. 

The rest can be off the record. 

(Whereupon a discussion was 
held off the record.) 

THE COURT: You can step down. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. 

MR. STEELE: I move for the admission of Exhibits 9, 

10, and 11. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Steele is moving for 
admission of 9, 10, and 11. 

Mr. Miskell, do you have objections to any of 
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those exhibits being admitted? 

MR. MISKELL: No, I do not. 

THE COURT: All right. 9, 10, and 11 are admitted 
without objection. 

And now we're off the record. 

(Whereupon the proceedings 
were concluded.) 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 

) 

COUNTY OF LASALLE ) 


I, Kala Ryan, an Official Court Reporter in the 
Thirteenth Judicial Circuit of the State of Illinois, County 
of LaSalle, do hereby certify that I reported in machine 
shorthand the proceedings had in this cause; that I 
thereafter caused the foregoing to be transcribed into text, 
which I certify to be an accurate transcription of my 
shorthand notes of the proceedings in this cause had before 
KAREN C. ElTEN, Judge of said court. 



day 
2017. 
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